Humphreys and Riddoch (2002: hereafter, H&R) entitle their commentary on
with the following question: "Do pixel level analyses describe psychological perceptual similarity"? (We will use the term perceptual similarity to refer also to structural similarity as used by Humphreys and colleagues). This perhaps betrays some misunderstanding of our intention. Throughout our paper, we specifically refer to visual overlap -which we take to mean retinotopic similarity at the pixel level. This differs from notions of psychological or perceptual similarity and certainly differs from the position advanced by Humphreys and colleagues. Although we do not view the two approaches as mutually exclusive, we have some reservations about the utility of perceptual similarity as measured by Contour Overlap (CO) and partonomic features (Humphreys et al., 1988) . Moreover, on grounds of parsimony, it is important to examine the role of low-level variables in object recognition and category specificity before turning to high-level variables i.e. psychological/perceptual variables. In response to the commentary by H&R (2002), we would like to draw attention to some issues that relate to: (a) the points they raise about Euclidean Overlap (EO); and (b) difficulties with their conception of perceptual similarity.
DIRECT COMPARISONS OF EO AND CO
As H&R point out, EO accounted for 4.4% of the variance in the naming errors made by 32 normal subjects to the whole Snodgrass and Vanderwart corpus. Although we did not report correlation values for CO in our paper, the variance in naming errors predicted by CO is much lower at only 0.1%. Additionally, we (Laws et al., 2002a) have found that EO significantly predicts picture-naming latencies in normal subjects (also Ӎ 4% of the variance: this level of correlation is similar or better than that reported for other 'visual' variables such as visual complexity). In multiple regression analyses, EO was a significant predictor (along with age of acquisition) while CO was not (neither were other typical variables such as familiarity, visual complexity and name frequency). Moreover, in the same study, EO significantly predicted naming of the same pictures when these were covered with masks of different densities (a random-noise filter covering 10% and 20% of each picture with black pixels); however, again CO was not a significant predictor. Hence, when directly pitted
